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[bookmark: _Toc445202621]Chapter 2
The Media Between Content and Advertising:	Comment by JP: You seemed to have two sections here that both essentially did/said the same thing in different ways, one more briefly than the other, so I have suggested merging them to move things forward quicker toward the detail.
 A Critical Point of View 

[bookmark: _Toc445202622]Introduction 
The objective of this thesis is to understand the influence of commercial funding that is oriented towards integrating advertisers in media content. What I look at is a funding model defined as follows: the integration of a commercial entity or any other entity which is not the producer, broadcaster or distributer, in media content, on the basis of material return and without clearly identifying it as advertising.
This is an initial effort to explore the implications of brands’ integration into media content on the functioning of the media as a platform for public discourse. This phenomenon is known in professional jargon as ‘branded content’, ‘branded entertainment’ and more recently, in the context of digital media, as ‘native advertising’. From a critical perspective it is known as ‘stealth marketing’ (Goodman, 2006) or as I prefer to call it, ‘embedded branding’ (Balint, 2012a).  
For this purpose, three research questions must be approached. First, how does this market work in practice? Second, should the rise of ‘branded content’ be seen as a new phase in media commercialisation? Is it different from well-known practices in the history of commercial media, such as product placement and sponsorship, and if so - what are its characteristics? Third and most significant, what are the implications of this activity to the media’s ability to facilitate public discourse and what should be the consequent recommendaTheoretical Frameworktions for regulators and policy makers? 
This chapter sets out the theoretical framework for a critical examination ofapproaching media  commercializsation. S from a critical perspective, with special attention is given to the most concerning aspect of embedded branding: the blurring of the lines between editorial content and advertising. 
Scholars and professionalsWhile critical  scholars often seem to assume that the distinction between content and advertising is self-explanatoryevident. However,, in practice, the distinction is increasingly becoming blurredre is a growing trend of blurring between the two in practice. Indeed,, and branded content professionals frequently operate as thoughin the field of ‘branded content’ would often argue that such a distinction does not exist at all no such distinction exists. Furthermore, there is a lack of analysis of the implications of blurring the line between the two. I therefore found it a vital question in this research and an exciting theoretical challengeThat so little critical analysis of this phenomenon exists is itself alarming, and it is precisely this gap that this book seeks to address..	Comment by JP: When you said “would argue,” it sounded unclear as to whether they do so or you guess they probably would do so if asked. I’ve suggested this as a way out because you seem to be saying that their practice is clearly on the basis the distinction doesn’t exist, since this is more verifiable without guessing what is in their heads.
The book has two theoretical pillars. First, it is rooted in the longstanding and well-established critical discourse on the role of the media in democratic life and the influence of capitalism on its ability to function. Second, it is also based on a close understanding of recent technological and economic developments that have made fundamental changes to the media environment and encouraged embedded branding. Thus, while one theoretical pillar stands firmly within the field of Marxist theories, the other is rooted in a scholarly analysis of contemporary and still evolving developments in the media landscape. This chapter focuses on the first pillar: theories of commercialization and its influence on the role of the media in a democratic society, with specific attention to the normative distinction between content and advertising. 
The critical discourse on commercialisationcommercialization is groundedrooted in the intellectual tradition of the Frankfurt School. I therefore begin my journey by looking at two of its leading scholars, Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer, (2002), who and how they dealt withaddressed the commercializsation of the media. and laterI then turn move to Dallas W. Smythe’s classic critique on of commercial media (1981). Examining the role of the media as a platform for debate on common issues in democratic life is the best way to understand the significance of the distinction between content and advertising and the way it is being blurred today. ThereforeI then turn to, I lay the theoretical foundations for the book in Jürgen Habermas’s social theory, although and rely on his notion of the public sphere (1989) as a theoretical foundation for my topic. Looking at the role of the media as a platform for discussion and debate on common issues in democratic life, provides, in my view, the best path to understanding the significance of the distinction between content and advertising. However, I suggest usingI draw considerably more on Jim McGuigan’s  broader notion of the cultural public sphere (2005b), which allows elaborating the discussion on embedded branding to media content in general, beyond journalism that is usually identified with Habermas’ well-known concept.	Comment by JP: Reference to people not a text, so no citation needed.
I begin by tracing the intellectual roots of this discourse on commercialization in theories that have critically approached capitalism, predominantly Marxist ones. The book is located in the political economy-oriented approach to culture that emphasizes ethical and normative questions on capitalism (Hesmondhalgh, 2007). Probably the most renowned critics of the commercialization of culture, Adorno and Horkheimer, leading figures of the Frankfurt School, wrote their famous essay “Kulturindustrie: Aufklärung als Massenbetrug” (The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception) in 1944, revising it three years later. The model of funding content through advertising had become established a few decades earlier, but this essay represented a key critique of its workings. Other scholars of Marxist thinking have contributed to the critical discussion of media commercialization, such as Smythe (1981), who argues that the mass media audience was a commodity being sold to advertisers. However, it was Adorno and Horkheimer’s apprentice and critic, Jürgen Habermas, who firmly established the foundations of a more comprehensive critique of the impact of commercial media and advertising on democracy, in his 1962 book, Structurwandel der Öffentichkeit (The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere). His notion of the public sphere, which is central to this book, soon became widely discussed in media studies, as he presented a normative model for the role of the media that closely accorded with the professional prerequisites for journalism in a democracy. 	Comment by JP: Again, not a reference to edition you are working with but to the work in general.
However, Habermas’s theory has also prompted much criticism (see, for example, Calhoun 1992; Curran 2002; Dahlgren 1995; Fraser and Bartky 1992; Garnham 2007; Negt and Kluge 1993) directed at his historical analysis as well as what is considered the utopianism of his concept of the public sphere. In light of these critiques, I have adopted Jim McGuigan’s notion of the cultural public sphere (2005b) as an alternative model that presents a more flexible and up-to-date framing of the media’s role in a democratic society. McGuigan’s approach is especially relevant to the book because it expands the discussion on commercialization to include a wider range of genres and content beyond journalism, such as entertainment and reality television, the latter being at the center of my empirical work here. Applying the concept of the cultural public sphere facilitates this book’s general examination of embedded branding in media content. Unlike Habermas’s conception, which is typically centered on journalism, the cultural public sphere concept embraces a broader range of genres and content.
Habermas’s 1981 two-volume Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns (The Theory of Communicative Action) and the notions he develops in it of communicative action and strategic action are key to explaining why media content and advertising should be considered as separate. This distinction between content and advertising is a core notion in this book, as branded content first and foremost blurs the line between editorial and commercial messaging.    
I then proceed to discuss the content/commerce distinction, based on Habermas’ (1984) theory on discourse ethics. Two elements of this theory are central to my analysis and will be used throughout the text to analyse the empirical data: communicative Communicative action, which is oriented towards relates to discourse and is characteristic to central to the work of content producers,  (such as journalists, directors, and script writers. and so forth) and sStrategic action,, which key to the work of marketing people, advertisers, and professionals in the field of branded content, as well as those who are involved in political persuasion, describes that aspect of the work of those who use speech acts not deployed not for the purpose of discourse, but to gain influence over others. This best describes the orientation of marketing people, advertisers, and professionals in the field of ‘branded content’, as well as those who are involved in political persuasion. 
Finally, I locate my discussion of embedded branding within the wider context of neoliberalism in which it takes place. Finally, I present describe the broader historical context in which the phenomenon of embedded branding is thrivinges, – the global turn towards neoliberalism from the 1970s, and the deregulation of media markets which that followed. This context chapter is particularly relevant for approaching the third research question: what areto assessing the implications of ‘branded content’ on for the functioning of the media as a platform for public debate?  .

[bookmark: _Toc445202623]Theoretical Framework
From a theoretical point of view, my research has two pillars. My effort is rooted in a longstanding and well-established critical discourse on the role of the media in democratic life and the influence of capitalism on its ability to function. At the same time, it requires an understanding of recent technological and economic developments which have brought fundamental changes upon the media environment and encouraged the rise of embedded branding. Thus, while one theoretical leg stands firm within the field of Marxist theories, the other is rooted in a scholarly analysis of contemporary developments in the media landscape, some of which are still taking place. The present chapter will focus on the first topic – theories of commercialisation and its influence on the role of the media in a democratic society, with specific attention to the normative distinction between content and advertising. 
I will begin by tracing the intellectual roots for this discourse on commercialisation in theories which approached capitalism and culture in a critical way, predominantly Marxist ones. My research will be located, therefore, in the political economy approach to culture which emphasises ethical and normative questions about capitalism (Hesmondhalgh, 2007). Probably the most well-known critics of the commercialisation of culture were two of the leading figures of the Frankfurt School, Adorno and Horkheimer (2002). Their 1944[footnoteRef:1] well-known essay, The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception, emerged just a few decades after the model of funding content through advertising had become established. Other scholars of Marxist thinking further contributed to the critical discussion of media commercialisation, for example Dallas W. Smythe (1981), who four decades later argued that the mass media audience was a commodity being sold to advertisers. However, it was their apprentice and challenger, Habermas, who set the foundations for a more comprehensive discussion on the impact of commercial media and advertising on democracy, in his Structural Transformations of the Public Sphere (1989). His notion of the public sphere became widely discussed in media studies, as he presented a normative model for the role of the media, which was highly identified with the work of journalists in a democracy. The notion of the public sphere is also central to my theoretical discussion. [1: ] 

However, Habermas’ theory has also raised much criticism (Calhoun, 1992; Curran, 2002; Dahlgren, 1995; Fraser & Bartky, 1992; Garnham, 2007; Negt & Kluge, 1993) directed at his historical analysis as well as the utopian concept. In the second part I thus chose to present the notion of the cultural public sphere (McGuigan, 2005b) as an alternative model which suggests a more flexible and updated perception of the media’s role in a democratic society. It is especially relevant to my efforts because it opens the discussion on commercialisation to a wider range of genres and various modes of content, beyond journalism, such as entertainment and reality television, the latter being at the centre of my empirical work.
In the third part, Habermas’ theory of communicative action (1984) and his notions of communicative action and strategic action are presented as a key philosophical framework for explaining why media content and advertising should be considered as different acts. This is a core question in this chapter, as ‘branded content’ is first and foremost directed towards blurring the line between editorial content and commercial messages.  
The fourth and final part of the chapter locates my discussion of embedded branding within the wider context of neoliberalism in which the phenomenon takes place, and will specifically relate to the trend of deregulation which is an outcome of neoliberal policy making. 

[bookmark: _Toc445202624]Normative Perspectives (1): The Public Sphere
[bookmark: _Toc445202625]Culture and Capital 1: A Culture Industry or Cultural Industries? 	Comment by JP: I suggested taking out the numbering in these subheadings. I don’t think you need them, since there is not crossreferencing and the subtitles differentiate them for indexing.
The foundations for the critically tradition of assessing the influence of capitalism on culture was laid in Adorno and Horkheimer's influential 1947 essaywere laid in Adorno and Horkheimer’s influential 1947 essay, in which they coined the term “Kulturindustrie” ‘(culture industry2002’ (2002). The intention of this ironic expression wasis critical formulation is intended to highlightemphasise  the contradiction between their idealistic perception of culture and the reality of commodification. Reflecting In the Hegelian tradition of Hegelian philosophy, they saw culture , like art, as a vehicle for realizing a way to provide  a utopian vision for a better life. Modern capitalist democracy, in their view, has had collapsedbrought  culture and commodification rather than preserving the tension between themto collapse together, instead of standing in opposition. The culture industry thus emerged, according to their analysis, as the controller not liberator of humankind: to one another. “	Comment by Susan Doron: I don’t think you need this reference for the book - you are discussing  your analysis of their 1947 book	Comment by JP: It doesn’t seem ironic as such, since it is an industry in some senses in your/their account.	Comment by JP: Art is part of culture, isn’t it?
The more strongly the culture industry entrenches itself, the more it can do as it chooses with the needs of consumers – –producing, controlling, disciplining them; even withdrawing amusement altogether: here, no limits are set to cultural progress” (Adorno & and Horkheimer, 2002). 
Some sociologists have since rejected tThis pessimistic point of view. Bernard Miège, for example, was later rejected by critics such as the French sociologist Miège (1989), whohas argued that the commodification of culture was is a much more ambivalent process than the one described by Adorno and Horkheimer and that the battle between culture and capital was is not lost, but rather that the ‘cultural industries’[footnoteRef:2] are a zone of perpetual battle (1989). As Hesmondhalgh (2007) explains, the fact that sociologists such as Miège, who subscribe to the “cultural industries” approach, have chosen to pluralize the term is one way in which they challenge and contest the culture industry’s deterministic and pessimistic view of the commodification of culture. That said, From its inception, the discourse on commercializsation from its inception in the Marxist tradition , therefore, has viewed culture and capitalism as two opposing entities, although the nature of the ongoing interaction between the two and the evolving implications of this ongoing tension for democracy and society in general, has continued to lieare still at the heart ofkey debates.	Comment by JP: It’s best to avoid footnotes if you can, as editors like to keep them to a minimum. Here the point you made in it doesn’t seem secondary, so I’ve moved it up into the text at the end of this sentence. I did the same thing with all the subsequent footnotes without removing any detail they contained.	Comment by JP: I couldn’t see why their being French was relevant and I presume not all people who share these views are French.	Comment by JP: Do you need to explain how pluralizing the term does that/seeks to do that? It might not be obvious to all readers without further explanation. [2: ] 


[bookmark: _Toc445202626]Culture and Capital 2: What iWhich is the Commodity: – The Audience or the Content? 	Comment by JP: This didn’t match the heading in the summary and I’d suggest making both run like this.
However, the practice of eEmbedded branding challenges the very existence of such athe distinction between culture and capitalism. For example, wWhen asked about the difference between the work of branded content agents and that of an executive in a broadcasting body, Yuval Lev, formerly the head of the branded content agency at McCann Erickson in Israel, replied: “	Comment by JP: The distinction you have just talked about is between culture and capitalism, but the distinction you refer to here is a different one between branches/roles in content production. 

Another point to consider: Is the fact that some guy who produced branded content think this means he’s right or that his views are worth citing more than anyone else? It sounds more like he’s trying to say I’m just as good as the next guy. If so, so what?
There isn’t any. He runs a content company. Don’t I produce content?  My content is called commercials. Some of them are programmes. It is exactly the same thing” (Lev, 2008). 	Comment by JP: Page number(s) needed for direct quotation
This statement, ostensibly appearsprima facie, seems to reinforce the argument presented by another harsh trenchant critique critic of capitalism, Smythe, on the real purpose of mass media. Smythe (Durham & Kellner, 2006) argueds that all theories of mass communication that consider the principal product of mass media as ‘messages’, ‘information’, ‘images’, ‘meaning’, ‘entertainment’, ‘education’, etc.,and so on are “subjective and idealist.”. Instead, he suggests puts forward an “objective and realistic” (Durham and KellnerSmythe, in Durham & Kellner, 2006, p. 230) perspective in which the principal product of commercial mass media is audience power, a commodity that is sold to advertisers. He furthermore explains arguesthat: “	Comment by JP: The above wasn’t a harsh critique of capitalism though, was it? Anything but, surely?
What they [advertisers] buy are the services of audiences with predictable specifications which will pay attention to predictable numbers at particular times to particular means of communication (television, radio, newspapers, magazines, billboards, and third-class mail) in particular market areas” (Durham and Kellner 2006, p. 234).
Smythe views the audience as After being sold to advertisers, audience members and made to “‘work” for them, ’ (without beingun paid), according to Smythe. Their principal work is to create demand for advertised goods through consumption. By ‘“working’ working” as an audience members, they learn to spend their income on buying goods:. “
Sometimes, it is to buy any of the class of goods (e.g., an aircraft manufacturer is selling air transport in general, or the dairy industry, all brands of milk) but most often it is a particular ‘brand’ of consumer goods” (Durham and Kellner 2006, p. 234). 
In this criticalpessimistic analysis, there is unity “between the apparently advertising and apparently non adverti-advertissing content of commercial mass media” (in Durham & and Kellner, 2006, p. 241). For Smythe, views media content serves simply asas simply the ‘free lunch’entrée the that whets audience members’ are being offered to whet their appetite for commercials, making. It is aimed at keeping them them attentive to what they see and in a good moodand receptive towards the advertisers’’s messages. Television TV programming is, therefore, subordinated to the purpose of selling large, happy and attentive mass audiences to advertisers. Smythe furthermore writesargues: “	Comment by JP: A free lunch would do more than whet it. 
Therefore, a program which is more arousing than the adjacent advertisements will not survive; it could survive the preliminary screening only because of faulty judgment on the part of the media management and advertisers” (Durham and Kellner 2006,p. 242). 	Comment by Susan Doron: Is which in the original? It is not correct grammatically. If it is in the original, it calls for [sic] after it
From Smythe’s perspective,  would probably consider the arguments often voiced by branded content agents, such as the one quoted above, serve to reinforce, as reinforcing  his theory. Indeed, in many ways his analysis, even though it was written at the end of the 1970s, in many ways accurately portraysaccurately represents the typical mode of thinking typical of broadcasting marketing professionals and executives at broadcasting bodies today. Moreover, partElements of Smythe’s radical point of view have become almost obvious for to media consumers today, who are, who are exposed, for example, exposed to the ratings charts on a daily basis and are are often well aware of the commercial considerations behind the programming schedule. But aAt the same time, this concordance with reality is also the weakness of his case. His theory adopts the a narrative that guides advertisers and broadcasters without considering other forces that work to counterbalance it, (such as regulation, creative workers and their unions, public criticismcritique, or and even consumers’ preferences and demands); . What is more, imore importantly, it represents is a pessimistic view of commercial media without offering any alternative model.	Comment by JP: Do you mean Lev’s, which was quite a few paragraphs ago? The immediate one above is from Smythe himself, of course. 

There is also the question of whether Lev’s quotation, if that’s the one you mean, does reinforce Smythe’s point.	Comment by Susan Doron: Even though the book is historical, you may want to mention how YouTube influencers can podcasters can instantly see their “hits”, “likes” and “dislikes” (similarly, other social media_	Comment by JP: Here, it would seem to call for an update that took into account social media developments and so on.	Comment by JP: Isn’t it not the concordance with reality that is the weakness of his case but, in your view, the fact that he underestimates the complexity of it?	Comment by Susan Doron: How does it guide them? It is critical 	Comment by JP: This seems to need further specifying: creative workers doing what?	Comment by JP: This seems to need explaining as to how this counterbalances the narrative.	Comment by JP: I couldn’t seem how this was more important than misunderstanding reality.	Comment by Susan Doron: First, why pessimistic, which is emotional, rather than critical? And why is there an obligation to offer an alternative model? Consider deleting this sentence 
It is preciselyexactly because advertisers perceive media content as nothing more than “peanuts given to the customers of the pub” (in Durham & and Kellner, 2006,  p. 38), that it is even more important to present a normative model as toof the optimalwhat should be the power balance between what audiences receiveget from broadcasters and what broadcasters receiveget from advertisers. In contrast to While Smythe’s depiction of a static seems to describe a static situation, I see the answer to the question ‘of What what constitutes is the principal product of mass media ?’is better understood as a dynamic interplay as a constant battle between content and advertising, audiences and advertisers. It is in this complicated, constantly changing arena, that a normative model of the role of the media is of particular significanceimportance. Moreover, aA normative model can play a significantly role in empowering those who are simply being sold to advertisers . It can potentially contribute toand help re-shapinge these power relations, . as An empowered audience members can resistresist some certain practices and insist on ethical standards and transparency.      

[bookmark: _Toc445202627]Culture and Capital 3: The Rise and Fall of the Public Sphere
Habermas' Habermas’s theory of the public sphere, as it was first presented in in 1962 in The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (1989)[footnoteRef:3], aimssought to set the to lay the foundations for the a normative role of for the media in a democracy and presents a critique of the influence of capitalism on the its functioning of the media. As such, it soon came to have ahas become central place into media studies and critical theory. Following the route of Adorno and Horkheimer, and drawing from on both Marxist and Kantian thinking traditions, Habermas introduced, both in this work and in The Theory of Communicative Action (1984) whichthat followed, offered a framework for discourse ethics . This framework became and still isthat remains a fundamental reference point for supporters and critics of this line of thought, as well as its critics alike. It will is also serve as thea key theoretical framework for the current researchthis book, since it offers concepts that help clarifyfacilitate the understanding of the dichotomy between media content and advertising and the potentially damaging aspects of embedded branding practices. 	Comment by JP: The footnote didn’t seem relevant and it’s best to avoid them. When it was translated into English isn’t the same as when the ideas first became discussed, and we have also had these details above anyway.	Comment by JP: 	Comment by JP: Downtoned slightly, since you did say earlier that you would draw more on McGuigan, however much he is in debt to Habermas. [3: ] 

To begin with, Habermas first (1989) offereds a clear historical and sociological account of the development of the press and journalism from the end of the 17th seventeenth century to the middle of the 18th centuryeighteenth century, a period which that coincided with the development of early capitalism and the birth of the nation-state. The evolution development of long-distanceglobal trade and distanced markets from the 13th thirteenth century onwards created a need for among merchants to obtainfor information about events in places that were beyond their localities. Thus, along with the traffic of commodities began the traffic of news, mainly at first conducted mainly through guild-based correspondence, i.e.called newsletters. But this, according to Habermas, this correspondence could not be consideredseen as press at that stage, since it lacked the crucial element of “‘publicness,”’ – that is, accessibility to the general public. Such public accessibility emergedThis began to occur only at the end of the 17th seventeenth century, andcentury and gained revolutionary momentum, with the rise of the nation-state, as “the national and territorial economies assumed their shapes” (Habermas, 1989, p. 17). Political journals began to appear on a regular basis, weekly at first and then daily, from the middle of the seventeenth century. What were originallyonce newsletters that servinged merchants’ needs for information gained power and influence once views and ideologies were involved.; political journals began to appear on a regular basis (weekly at first and then daily, from the middle of the 17th century). 	Comment by JP: Again, this is a reference to the person directly, not the particular work.
According to Habermas (1989), it was the logic of the market that pushed the stream of turned the news from the limited circles of newsletters into publicityinto goods: “
For the traffic in news developed not only in connection with the needs of commerce; the news itself became a commodity. Commercial news reporting was therefore subject to the laws of the same market to whose rise it owed its existence in the first place” (p.1989, 21). 	Comment by JP: Is that really what is described in the quotation?
In contemporary terms, what Habermas describes here is the model of subscription model for news and information, a model that is dependent on direct demand by from media consumers.  
While tIt is exactly that his logic of the market that first pushed engendered for the public flow of information and created an economic engine for its distribution, which it eventually impaired compromised its very basic essence. This shift beganhappened in the 1830s, asonce advertising became a the commodity, instead of the news itself, in the 1830s in Great Britainthe United States, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and the United Statesand other industrializing European states. For In this model, according to Habermas,,  the principal commodity is is advertising space being sold to advertisers, or, as Smythe would have it, audiences, if we go back to Smythe (1981). According to Habermas’ considers  (1989) analysis, the model of the advertising-funded press being funded by advertising as had a profoundly seriously damaging influence on the conditions in which the ways in which news and views are made publicdisseminated. In his view, oOnce the private economic interests gained influence on over publicly shared information, the functioning of the public sphere started began to erode: “	Comment by JP: Why only here? Are these rather the examples Habermas talks about? The rest of Europe? See note below also.
Ever since the marketing of the editorial section became interdependent with that of the advertising section, the press (until then an institution of private people insofar as they constituted a public) became an institution of certain participants in the public sphere in their capacity as private individuals; that is: it became the gate through which privileged private interests invaded the public sphere” (1989,p. 185).
Thus, Habermas contends that it wasthe market forces that pushed for fostered the rise of the press and the creation of the public sphere, which according to Habermas,  eventually led to its decline, its and "“refeudalizsation",.” as he terms it. Habermas The concept ofconceives of the  golden age of the public sphere , therefore, is based on the period between the rise of the press and what Habermas sees as its decline: a golden age from the end of theas spanning the late- 17th seventeenth century and throughout the 18th centuryeighteenth centuries, a time. In this historical phase, when, with the demise of feudalism and the appearance emergence of the nation-state, early nascent capitalism and a new class of educated, propertied men, created the bourgeois public sphere in the United States, Britain, France, and Germany and other burgeoning nation-states in Europethe bourgeois public sphere was created in Britain, France and Germany. In public gatherings in coffee houses, salons, and clubs, via in discussions that were based on media such as journals, pamphlets,  and newspapers, and similar media, a culture of public information exchange, presenting views and opinions and even heated and debate s, first emerged. Even though Garnham (2007) shows how many have argued that Habermas’s analysis of that period was later criticised for beingis an idealizsed (Garnham, 2007)one, its Habermas’s main contribution to understanding the role of the media in a democracy was lies in his presenting presentation of a normative ideal of the conditions in whichfor public discourse should be held. 	Comment by JP: You inserted Germany and removed the United States from the list two paragraphs back, some I’ve inserted all four into both for consistency and have suggested adding “and other advancing European states” to both.
The ideal public sphere is not a concrete space or a well-defined place or process mechanism, but rather a conceptualization of that presents the ideal conditions for discourse once under which “private people come together as a public” (Habermas, 1989). The public sphere, as Dahlgren (1995) describes it, is “	Comment by JP: Page number(s) required, since it is a quotation
… that realm of social life where the exchange of information and views on questions of common concern can take the place so that public opinion can be formed. The public sphere 'takes ‘takes place' place’ when citizens, exercising the rights of assembly and association, gather as public bodies to discuss issues of the day, specifically those of political concern” (1995,p. 7).
As Garnham (2007) notes, Habermas' Habermas’s thought, through all its shifts, is concerned with the Kantian question of how to establish “solidarity among strangers,”, while “giving due weight to the social developments that have been dubbed ‘modernity’” (Garnham 2007,p. 203). At the heart of the public sphere concept liesstands the Kantian principle of critical -rationalism, which is, as Habermas strongly believes,, Habermas strongly believes, is the best way to reach an agreement on ‘truth’. As Calhoun (1992) further elaboratesstates: “	Comment by JP: “Elaborate” doesn’t work as this work was published before the previous one.
The very idea of the public was based on the notion of a general interest sufficiently basic that discourse about it need not to be distorted by particular interests (at least in principle) and could be a matter of rational approach to an objective order, that is to say, of truth” (1992p., 9). 
But the notion of the public sphere is far from being just simply one a way forof people to gathering to and share ideas news and views. Eventually, this ongoing process of public discourse, in a democracy, should have a straightforward direct influence in shapingon politics and society in a democracy. As Dahlgren (1995) puts it: “
It is via such discourse that the public opinion is generated, which in turn is to shape the policies of the state and the development of society as a whole” (1995,p. 8). 
For this reason, based onGiven this and the fundamental question of how to establish “solidarity among strangers,”, Garnham (2007) concludes:  that, “
… itIt is best, I think, not to see the public sphere as a concrete space or set of discursive practices, but a perspective from which to think about the problem of democracy in the modern world” (2007,p. 203).
At its heart, the public sphere concept is closely related to the Anglo-American liberal tradition notion and its notion of the ‘marketplace of ideas’. Both terms came to definebecame code-words for  the standard for an ideally functioning media functioning as it should, presenting(in particular journalism), which presents  reliable information and a diversity of opinions. But tThis is not to say the two are entirely similarequivalent. As Dahlgren (1995) notes, Habermas' Habermas’s analysis is rooted in the history of capitalism. and therefore, uUnlike the notion of the marketplace of ideas, its critical reflection goes further than simply calling forurging reforms in the practice of and conditions for journalism and its conditions: “.
It evokes wide-ranging critical reflection on social structure, the concentration of power, cultural practices, and the dynamics of the political process” (1995,p. 9). 

[bookmark: _Toc445202628]Culture and Capital 4: Critique of the Public Sphere
The centrality of the public sphere concept to of the discussion of the role of the free and independent media serving as a free and independent terrain wherefor citizens to come together and debate, incan come together and debate, a space situated -between the power of the state and the influence of private corporations,, has turned it into abeen the subject of often heated debate and recurrent criticismque. Some scholarly works,s such as Calhoun (1992), Curran (2002), and Fraser and Bartky (1992), have questioned Habermas’s ideal of the public sphere and its relevance to the contemporary media scene. Some, (such as Calhoun, (1992); , Garnham, (2007); , and Negt & and Kluge (1993), have focused their criticism on Habermas’s historical analysis of the 18th eighteenth-century bourgeois public sphere. Others (Calhoun, 1992; Curran, 2002; Fraser & Bartky, 1992) questioned the ideal Habermas set through the notion of the public sphere and its relevance for the media nowadays. While the later strand of criticism is more relevant to the current research, both are worth considering here.  	Comment by JP: Reordered here to match the order they are discussed in.

SD - again, consider losing the parenthetical, mentioning a few (no longer necessarily need first name if this is the second mention), and placing the rest in a footnote	Comment by JP: Since Calhoun ’92 is in both lists of examples
As mentioned before, The view that Habermas’s historical analysis of the 18th eighteenth-century coffee- house culture wwas seen by some of his critics as an idealizsed one (Garnham, 2007).  This line of debate started emerged soon after the book was originally published in German, when voices from the left attacked criticized Habermas for focusing on the bourgeois public sphere while neglecting the proletarian one. These critics also suggested, as well as suggesting that his portrayal of everyday life in advanced capitalism wais flawedinaccurate  (Negt & and Kluge, 1993). Others referred to the absence of nationalism’s role in Habermas’s analysis (Calhoun, 1992), as well as histhe  lack ofin attention to issues of culture and identity. Feminist writers works (for examplesuch as Fraser [(1992]) and in Calhoun [(1992]) have criticizsed Habermas' Habermas’s clear sharp division between ‘private’ and ‘public’, as well as his avoidance failure to take of issues of gender and the exclusion of women from the bourgeois public sphere into account. 	Comment by JP: You’d already citred it in this context.
Other critiques doubted have cast doubt on whether it was is possible to project anything forward from the reality of the 18th eighteenth century to the contemporary media and political system. Curran (2002) argued argues that it is not possible to compare the the polity of the eighteenth18th- century polity tois simply different from the modern political system that of the 21st twenty-first century, mainly because individuals are todaynow primarily represented through parties, interests groups, and civil society, and not directly in rather than directly through the media. The role of the media should therefore be viewed in that light. Calhoun (19921992) takes this position even line of thought even further, and  claims claiming that the original essayHabermas’s earlier work on the degeneration of the public sphere tends to judge early and late capitalism by different sets of values: “	Comment by JP: This seems to need explaining a little more, since all these things also existed in the eighteenth century.
Habermas tends to judge the eighteenth century by Locke and Kant, the nineteenth century by Marx and Mill, and the twentieth century by the typical suburban television viewer” (1992,p. 33). 
Yet, tThis criticism does not necessarily impair the strength andbasic validity of theHabermas’s ideal that Habermas developed through the concept of the public sphere as to the conditions in which public discourse should be heldtake place. Clearly, vDifferent arious aspects of this model can be challenged , as I will show here, and some of them need to be revisedrevised. However,  the need for a public space that is free from political pressure and economic constraints, in, to  which citizens have equal access to discuss issues that are relevant to their lives, remains fundamental for a democracy. So too does the principle that in such a space and in which the best argument can prevail on its own merits,be accepted by others, remains valid for a democracy even as its democracy continues tohistorical context changevolves. As I will show here, the basic Habermasian notion and especially its discourse ethics theory which followed areHabermas’s basic notion, coupled with the discourse ethics theory he later developed, is arguably most highly relevant to the analysis of contemporary commercializsation practices. As Dahlgren (1995) suggestedsuggests: “	Comment by JP: Well, if you accept the criticisms, it does, doesn’t it? Hence, I’ve suggested inserting “basic.”	Comment by Susan Doron: What is the best argument?
We can take the idea –— the vision of the public sphere –— as inspirational, yet accept that there is no single universal model which is possible or even suitable for all historical circumstances” (1995,p. 11).      
Indeed, there is an ongoing debate among media scholars as toThe debate about the public sphere, how to achieve it as an ideal, and the wayshow to revise it remains ongoing. One strand of the criticism debate relates to the debate aroundwhether there is one or multiple public sphere versus a model of multiple public spheress. Habermas' Habermas’s original concept links tied the public sphere with into the nation-state, so such that each state has one public sphere. Although in his original essay he referredwork refers to more than one public sphere, as in that he portrayed the literary public sphere as the seedbed for the practice of criticism that later became political (Eagleton, 1984), he viewed the political, national political public sphere as the main arena for public opinion the formation of public opinion. This perception not only defines the scope of discourse, but also the kinds of topics to be discussed. It means that the public sphere serves first and foremost as an arena to discuss issues that will then be decided in the political arenasphere. 
A number of scholars Works such as (Calhoun,  (1992; ), Curran,  (2002; ), and Garnham,  (2007) suggest that there couldmay be many public spheres,  that may be either smaller than, or larger than, overlap with, or contend with than the nation-state, overlapping or contending. Calhoun (1992) suggests thinking of the public sphere “as involving a field of discursive connections,”, a network in which “there might be a more or less even flow of communication” (1992,p. 37). Over all, it is clear that the current perspectives on the public sphere movegoes beyond the concept of one a single national sphere,one to encompassinto discussing cosmopolitan public spheresand transnational ones and a post-national politics (Garnham, 2007). 	Comment by JP: You say the current perspective but the newest of the works you cite is nearly 20 years old. Consider whether you need to update this to take into account both newer debates and newer media forms/arenas for discussion.
Responding to such critiques, Habermas himself, following the many critics of his work, continued to develop his thought on the public sphere and showed a somewhat more flexible view in his later publication, 1996 book Between Facts and Norms (1996). In this book, he no longer sees portrays the public sphere as a the realm of individuals gathered together as one public, but rather as a: “
… network for communicating information and points of view (i.e., opinions expressing affirmative or negative attitudes), the streams of communication are, in the process, filtered and synthesizsed in such a way that they coalesce into bundles of topically specified public opinion” (p.1996, 360, original emphasis in original). 
In this network heHabermas emphasizses the importance in this network of a vivid vigorous civil society which that transforms changes the balance of power between society and the political system. , He stresses the importance of non-governmental organizsations, social movements and campaigning groups in forcing problematic complex and controversial issues , such as atomic energy, genetic engineering and feminism, onto the public agenda, through their dramatic lively presentation in the media. : “Only through their controversial presentation in the media do such topics reach the larger public and subsequently gain place on the ‘public agenda’,”, he writes (Habermas, 1996, p. 381). Curran (2002) points out that this improved version of theenhanced notion of the public sphere is still restricted to a democratic national contexts of democracy and ignores the impact of globalisationglobalization. “In other words,”, Curran writes Curran, “he does not explain how global forces impinge on his understanding of the national democratic process” (2002,p. 234). 	Comment by JP: The examples didn’t seem necessary to the sentence/argument here.
More importantly, even when considering Habermas’s the revised conception of it suggested by Habermas, the definition of the public sphere as an arena for discussing predominantly political issues remains a weakness of the theory and calls for aneeds revision. Public discourse involves moregoes much further than simply discussing core political issues that are to be decided by the state. It also relates to shared norms and values at a national level, as well as theand global onelevels. These that serve as guidelines for to individuals' individuals’ opinionsopinion forming, decision making, and everyday behaviour in their everyday life as members of their immediate communitycommunities in which they live, citizens of a their nation-states, as well asand citizens of a globalizsed world. ThisSuch public discourse, for example, arosehappened , for example, after the death of Princess Diana in 1997 which , which, among other things, sparked a heated public debate on the role of the monarchy in the United KingdomK, the values the royal family represents, as well asand romantic relationships (McGuigan, 2000, 2005b). Diana’s death therefore, therefore, became more thanturned from  a ‘celebrity story, illustrating’ into a demonstration of what Anthony Giddens (1992) calls ‘“life politics’ politics,” his term forto describe the search of people for new norms when the old conventions seem to collapse.
SimilarlyIn a similar way, the Big Brother TV format is certainlysurely considered primarily as pure entertainment with no political significance, yet in 2007 a number of incidents between participants on the 2007 season of the British Celebrity Big Brother led to a controversy. This followed allegedly racist remarks made to Indian contestant Shilpa Shetty by a fellow housemate  about racism toward South Asians towards Indians in the United Kingdom, which was followed byprompting reactions from both governments and the suspension of a number of commercial sponsorships of the programmeshow. Similarly, during the first season of “Big Brother” in Israel (in 2008) , a heated public debate was sparked around the tension between Ashkenazi and Sephardic Jews after two participants, a father and a daughter, constantly emphasisedcontinually made emphatic allusions to the ethnic origins of the inhabitants in the housemates, touching upon one of thea sensitive nerves in Israeli society. Indeed, McGuigan (2005b) argues that the Big Brother format has political meaning and suggests to seeing it as a “modern morality play” (2005b,p. 436). 	Comment by JP: I’d suggest that the debate that followed wasn’t just about Indians as only one of the south Asian communities in Britain. These are also examples that are nearly 20 years old. Some newer ones would be helpful.
Taken together, these cases suggest thatAgainst this background, I would like, in this research, to elaborate on the notion of the public sphere, in the context of should be extended to encompass the contemporary media landscape , beyond pure political content which is represented through the work of journalists, and to include, to different genres, such as drama, reality TV, comedy, or and documentary, which collectivelywhich together constitute what I refer to as ‘media content’. It This broader conception is, in many respects, equivalent to what Hesmondhalgh (2007) refers to asmeans by ‘texts’:, “… the collective name for all the ‘works’ produced by cultural industries, such as television programmesprograms, films, recordings, books and so on” (2007,p. 313). 	Comment by JP: Needs updating for media developments, social media etc.?
Another major line of debate around Habermas’s concept of the public sphere relates to what is argued by those such as Dahlgren (1995), Garnham (2007), McGuigan 2005b, and Negt and Kluge (1993), that is, histhe  overemphasis on the element of rationality in his theory (Dahlgern, 1995; Garnham, 2007; McGuigan, 2005b, Negt & Kluge, 1993). This rational element started was first elaborated in The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, and but became even more central in his later theoretical work on discourse ethics, The Theory of Communicative Action (1984). Rationalism is at the heart of Habermas’s perception of the public sphere, and he sees it as an essentiala pre condition for its ideal functioning, . yet at the same time itThis rationalism is the source for much of of much of the the criticism of his theory, and it is these critiques that have driven the further development of  and a motivating force for attempts to further develop the concept. The notion of communicative rationality as a guarantee for undistorted communication, his Habermas’s critics claim, excludes a range of modes thatways in which people use to express their perspectives, debate various issues, and form an opinions. Garnham argues that Habermas' Habermas’s concept of communicative rationality should be understood in the context of the quest for “solidarity among strangers” under modern conditions in which social relations are mediated “by abstract systems of symbolisation and discourse.”. He therefore suggests viewing rationality from a widebroadly and flexible flexibly perspective, as “simply the water in which modern humans swim” (Garnham, 2007, p. 211). StillYet, the problem remains validthat: by limiting one’s view of undistorted communication to undistorted rational reasoning excludes, any affective and other forms of communication , such as affective communication, are excluded (McGuigan, 2005b). This Such a restrictive approach toward definings discourse thus marginalizesexcludes many forms of communication, such as fictional and what is often consideredforms (TV drama, films and so on) as well as what is generally seen as ‘entertainment or’, and even simply heated debates between people in everyday life (, such as those that have been taking place on social networks media platforms in recent years), in which rational and affective modes are constantly intertwined.  	Comment by JP: I think what you specifically are referring to by “rationality” here needs explaining a little here, on its first appearance. I take it Habermas’s presumption that people in the public sphere are motivated and act rationally, or something like this. It feels like it needs spelling out, as it’s a term ordinarily covering big concept of course.	Comment by JP: What you mean by this distinction seems to need explaining more fully.


[bookmark: _Toc445202629]Normative Perspectives (2): The Cultural Public Sphere
[bookmark: _Toc445202630]The Contemporary Landscape (1): Beyond Journalism, Beyond Rationalism
Thus, two problems in the original concept of the public sphere - its apparentThe limitations of Habermas’s approach to strictly political issues and its overemphasis on rationality - leadled me to search for a supplementary framework, which contains that encompasses a broader range of communication modes and that is is more suitable for analyzing the contemporary media landscape. I will therefore draw on McGuigan’s (2005b) notion of the cultural public sphere which offers a a broader and more flexible view of the modes in whichof public discourse takes place. 	Comment by JP: Should you present a rationale for choosing McGuigan rather than anyone else who may have been an option? I appreciate you explain how McGuigan is an advance on Habermas in this regard, but were there other candidates you could have cited?
To begin with, tThe limitations of the Habermasian concept of the public sphere are apparent in the way it was implemented inhas been applied to media research. The prominence given to debating politics and current affairs, based on rational arguments,  has led researchers to identify relate the concept predominantly with to the generation of news and journalism and the generation of news. It contributedThis focus has added to the already widespread perception that journalism is the main generator of public discourse, while any other media outputs, such as fiction (drama series, soaps, films), entertainment (such as reality shows), music clips, or and for that matter user- generated content, (such as video clips on YouTube clips,) are of less significance to it. As a result, journalism is commonly perceived as more important or serious and, thus, as an area that should be subject to certain professional and ethical standards, while other media genres are seen as less serious and important and, therefore, in less in need for of regulation or and scrutiny. 	Comment by JP: Update for the multitude of competitors YouTube now has?
But However, more and more voices in recent years there are more and more voices thathave challenged the traditional dichotomy dichotomies between ‘fact ’ and ‘fiction’ (see, for example, Goldsmiths Media Group, 2000) or and ‘news’ and ‘entertainment’ (see, for example, Delli Carpini, 2009;;  and Delli Carpini & and Williams, 2001). James Curran assembled aThe group of media and communication scholars and doctoral students from Goldsmiths College (2000) constitutedin London. by James Curran and a group of Goldsmiths media and communication PhD students,Their 2000 report related that  in that context to the success of soap operas in the United KingdomK which gradually became, which had become a platform for discussing certain social issues, had and led the the UK Labour government to ask their producers to include issues of drug education in their plots. They The Goldsmiths Media Group’s report contended that further wrote:“	Comment by JP: Again, please consider that we have no analysis cited on this point from the last 25 years. Does it need more up-to-date debate and comment?

… itIt is clear that fictional spaces such as soap operas can no longer be dismissed as irrelevant to our understanding of the public sphere.” On the contrary, they can be crucial to ongoing processes of national and cultural self-definition: for example, in focusing debates and tensions about national and local identity (p. 45). 
Delli Carpini and Williams (2001) claim that the traditional distinction between news and entertainment has been rapidly eroding eroded since the mid-1980s, due to changing communications technologies, the new economics of mass media, and broader cultural trends. Moreover, tThey argue that it is virtuallypractically impossible to articulate a theoretically useful definition of this traditional distinction, in fact. In their view,They perceive the division between news and entertainment in the media is as socially constructed, a result of historical developments during the 20th twentieth century, concluding that the reality is actually, and says “more about the distributions of political power than about the political relevance of different genres” (Delli Carpini & Williams, 2001, p. 163). 
Indeed, it is hard to ignore the current reality of the media landscape in which genres that were once clearly differentiated are rapidly mergingmixing in a way in ways that blurs all previously known definitionsdistinctions. Is the British UK-format “Wife Swap” a reality TV programme show or a documentary? Is it “‘just”’ entertainment or a discussion about theon different ways of managing marriages, child rearingchild-rearing, and a households? Is the American U.S. filmmaker Michael Moore, who has created ( “Bowling for Columbine, ” and “Fahrenheit 9/11,) ” a journalist, a commentator, a comedian, or maybe a political activist? Similarly, is Jon Stewart's Trevor Noah’s successful U.S. Daily Show on Comedy Central in the USA an alternative news edition, a satire programmeshow, a commentary, or ‘“just’ just” entertainment? In Israel, one of the most popular shows, Eretz Nehederet (What a Wonderful Country), broadcast on Channel 2[footnoteRef:4], is a local interpretation of the American U.S. “Saturday Night Live” show,  and is considered to be a political satire as much as it is an entertainment, show much loved by young viewers; . some Some go as far as suggesting it serves is as a source for becoming updateding oneself about current affairs. And, in the case of the current researchas we will examine as a case study in some detail, is the British programme show How to Look Good Naked, which we will examine as a case study in some detail,  a simple makeover programme, a reality show, or a platform for a public discussion on of female beauty, women’s empowerment, and feminism? Equally, iIs the Israeli Mishpaha Horeget format (Overdraft Family) just another entertaining reality show, an educational programme one about how to manage financial issues, or a platform for a discussiong of norms concerning self-of personal versus social responsibility versus social responsibility, business management, gender roles, and family relations?  	Comment by JP: This needed updating: Stewart quit the show quite some time ago. [4: ] 


This trend is also apparent in from media executives’ public statements made by media executives. Avi NirThis, for example, is how one of thea leading figures in Israeli commercial television, the CEO of the franchiser Keshet on Channel 2 (of Eretz Nehederet, among others), Avi Nir, presented the new schedule for the summer of 2007 in this way: “	Comment by JP: i.e., 19 years ago. Is there anything more recent worth citing (in addition perhaps)?
This is the end of the genres era … [It is an era of] shaken genres, like James Bond, for the purpose of integrating between genres, producing unexpected programming and involving the viewers in other platforms with their favourite favorite content” (Crystal, 2007, May 6th).  
The Goldsmiths scholars further concluded: “
Entertainment media, as well as news media, are therefore essential to a democratically adequate public sphere and fundamentally issues of access and participation apply to them as they do more obviously in the area of formal, ‘rational’ debate (Goldsmiths Media Group, 2000, pp. 45-–46).   
This role, they argue, transforms the public sphere debate “
… from being solely about the contents of debate in the public domain to encompassing the media’s role in stimulating private (as well as public) debate through their prominent influence over contemporary definition of ‘the social’” (Hall, 1977 and Curran, 1982 in Goldsmiths Media Group, 2000, p. 45,original emphasis in original) 
Habermas (1996), in his later book on the public sphere, has also accepted to some extent the feminist perception that “‘the personal is political”’ and the challenge it presents to his original notion of the political public sphere. He recognizseds the problem that existed in his original dichotomy between ‘private’ and ‘public,’ which was much criticised criticized by feminist writers (Benhabib, 1992; Fraser, 1992; Young, 2000). Consequently, he referred to the important role that the “‘literary’ public sphere” plays in contemporary society for debating shared values, and its interaction with the political public sphere: “
Problems voiced in the public sphere first become visible when they are mirrored in personal life experiences. To the extent that these experiences find their concise expression in the languages of religion, art and literature, the 'literary' ‘literary’ public sphere in the broader sense, which is specialised for the articulation of values and world disclosure, is intertwined with the political public sphere sphere” (Habermas, 1996, p. 449).
NonethelessBut still, Habermas does not really change his predominant fundamental perception of the public sphere as predominantly a realm for rational public debate on political issues in its purethe sense – of those that are to be decided by the government and the state. As Dahlgren warns, however, that “if our horizons do not penetrate beyond the conceptual framework of communicative rationality and the ideal speech situation, we will be operating with a crippled critical theory” (Dahlgren, 1995, p. 109).  	Comment by JP: I couldn’t see why this was “pure” and it doesn’t seem like an argument you need to prompt in the context of the argument here.

[bookmark: _Toc445202631]The Contemporary Landscape (2): The Cultural Public Sphere
In this context, McGuigan's McGuigan’s (2005b) concept of the ‘cultural public sphere’ is a useful way of addressing the problematic aspects discussed so far. McGuigan criticizses Habermas' Habermas’s separation between of the literary and political public spheres and the political one in a way that corresponds with the criticism of the ‘entertainment versus news’ distinction: 
	Comment by JP: Are you sure the quotation illustrates the point you made fully? Or, conversely, does the way you introduce the quotation explain the quotation to follow fully enough?
The literally literary public sphere was not about transient news –— the stuff of journalism –— that is the usual focus of attention for the political public sphere. Typically, complex reflection upon the chronic and persistent problems of life, meaning  and representation, which is the characteristic of art, works on a different timescale. Critics tend to have a better memory than the producers of distorted news events. Journalists are often agents of social amnesia, only interested in the latest thing. Old news is no news. Social-scientific research must address the treatment of the event while also putting it in the context of patterns of representations over time as a necessary corrective (McGuigan, 2005b, p. 430).
 
Furthermore, hHe also relates alludes to the problematic problem of dividing the cognitive- from the affective division: “
Perhaps television soaps are the most reliable document of our era. Affective communications are not only valuable as historical evidence; they are themselves sites of disputation, as the history of the arts in general would attest” (p2005b,. 430). Similarly
In a similar way, Grisprud (1992) points out that the emotional elements in tabloid journalism that bringconvey a message to its audience in a sentimental, rather than a rational, critical styleway. 	Comment by JP: Page citation(s) needed?
Against this background, McGuigan (2005b) presents the concept of the cultural public sphere which that embraces a broad range of communication communicative forms: 
It includes the various channels and circuits of mass-popular culture and entertainment, the routinely mediated aesthetic and emotional reflections on how we live and imagine the good life. The concept of the cultural public sphere refers to the articulation of politics, public and personal, as a contested terrain through affective (aesthetic and emotional) modes of communication. The cultural public sphere trades in pleasure and pains that are experienced vicariously through willing suspension of disbelief; for example, by watching soap operas, identifying with the characters and their problems, talking and arguing with friends and relatives about what they should and should not do. … The cultural public sphere provides vehicles for thought and feeling, for imagination and disputatious argument, which are not necessarily of inherent merit but may be of some consequence (2005b, p. 435). 
McGuigan’s conception of the cultural public sphere, therefore, suggest is a more flexible and broader perception of the originalthan Habermasian Habermas’s. McGuigan’s isconcept, one in which many forms of communication, including  - news pieces, investigative reports, soap operas, reality shows, drama series, comedy films, or aand uploaded home-made video clips uploaded on YouTube –, could potentially play a significant role in the generation of a meaningful and eventually influential public discourse. Accordingly,This is also why t the comprehensive term ‘“media content’ content” is is the most appropriate for describing encompassing all of these genres. Public discourse is not just talking about politics in a straight forward way in the news and on current affairs programmesshows, but about shared values and norms that are relevant to members of a communityies in their common life, as a publicordinary public lives. This discourse can take many forms: news reporting, a drama, a reality show or a short home-made clip that becomes viral.   	Comment by JP: This seemed a little out-of-date in that YouTube has many rivals these days with significant “market” share, like TikTok, Reels etc..
Indeed, Habermas’s (1984) in his theory of discourse ethics, recognizses the significance of values and norms as an organizsing forces in society. Norms, according to Habermas, “express an agreement that obtains in a social group” (Habermas, 1984, p. 85), while. Furthermore,  values serve as their building blocks: “[V]	Comment by JP: In the context, is that what anyone would describe social norms as?
… values are candidates for embodiment in norms – they can attain a general binding force with respect to a matter requiring regulation. In the light of cultural values, the needs [Bedürfnisse] of an individual appear as plausible to other individuals standing in the same tradition”. (p.1984, 89, original emphasis in original).   
Finally, heHe also sees language “as a medium that transmits cultural values and carries a consensus that is merely reproduced with each additional act of understanding” (p.1984, 95). This conception of language clarifies why his speech act theory, (whichwhich is  I will discussed in more detail in the next section,) is useful for identifyingin presenting an the ideal for the conditions under in which shared values and norms should can be formed.
But bBy adopting the broader concept of the cultural public sphere, I do not suggest mean to reject the hierarchies of phenomena within it completelya complete rejection of hierarchies between different acts within it. On the contrary, iIt is this broad and flexible perspective on the public sphere, in which many forms of content are ofhave potential value for public discourse, that and in which a different demarcation between media content and other forms of communication becomes even more essential. 
In the footsteps of Habermas' discourse ethics, as presented in The Theory of Communicative Action (1984), I will argue that his Habermas’s distinction between a communicative and strategic acts and a strategic one is most useful for understanding the qualitative difference between media content and commercial messages. EssentiallyIn other words, his theoretical observations about the ideal conditions in which public discourse should take place offer the most effectivecomprehensive  route forway to understanding the fundamental distinction between editorial content and advertising. This perspective is the key for to understanding the damaging aspects of embedded branding for public discourse, as discussed belowI will further elucidate.

[bookmark: _Toc445202632]The Cultural Public Sphere: Between Communicative Action and Strategic Action
[bookmark: _Toc445202633]Discourse Ethics (1): Communicative Action and Strategic Action 
Habermas’ The Ttheory of communicative Communicative action Action (1984)[footnoteRef:5], published in two volumes almost 20 years after The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, draws upon Weber's Weber’s (1978) theory of social action. ButHowever, while Weber’s sociological account relates to the behaviour of a single actors and the subjective meaning he or she attachesthey attach to it (this is what Weber defines ashe calls ‘“action’action”), Habermas (1984) focuses on the linguistic medium and to speechdiscourse between at least two or more actors in his use of the term: “	Comment by JP: It has already been characterized/contextualized.	Comment by JP: Again, a general reference not to your working edition. [5: ] 

The normative model of action presupposes language as a medium that transmits cultural values and carries a consensus that is merely reproduced with each additional act of understanding” (1984,p. 95). 
In Habermas' Habermas’s view, his theory pursues aspects of the rationality of action that that werehe considers neglected in Weber’'s action theory. 
Obviously,While it is not possible to embrace cover the breadth and complexity of Habermas’s much discussed social theory in this contexthere. , I will thereforecan present here those elements that are relevant for to understanding our understanding of different the various modes of communication in the cultural public sphere. 
In the first volume, The typology of action that Habermas typologically distinguishes between communicative and strategic actions in social situationspresents in the first volume of The Theory of Communicative Action (1984) differentiates between two types of action in social situations:. communicative action and strategic action. In cCommunicative actions the actors are oriented toward reaching understanding, are “the inherent telos of human speech” (p.1984, 287), and use language as a medium for that purpose. As Habermas writes: “
The actors seek to reach an understanding about the action situation and their plans of action in order to coordinate their actions by way of agreement (p.1984, 86). 

This agreement, he further argues, has a rational basis: “
… [I]it cannot be imposed by either party, whether instrumentally through intervention in the situation directly or strategically through influencing the decision of the opponents” (p.1984, 287). 
Moreover, any agreement rests on common convictions, “validity claims”, which that are best understood as truth, and/or, in the case of fictional narratives –, sincerity (Goodman, 2006). Habermas states: “
The speech act of one person succeeds only if the other accepts the offer contained in it by taking (however implicitly) a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ position on a validity claim that is in principle criticisable. Both the ego, who raises a validity claim with his utterance, and alter, who recognises or rejects it, base their decisions on potential grounds or reasons” (Habermas, 1984, p. 287). 
To put it very simply, when two peopleTwo or more actors are engaged in communicative actions, they are, therefore, in dialogue and are able to influence each other's thoughts, values, opinions, and ultimately behaviour.    
In contrast to that, in sStrategic action, the actor iss are oriented towards ‘“success’.,” This term is an expansion of the Aristotelian concept of teleological action. In teleological action, the actor is basically goal- oriented: “
The actor attains an end or brings about the occurrence of a desired state by choosing means that have promise of being successful in the given situation and applying them in a suitable manner. The central concept is that of a decision among alternative courses of action, with a view to the realisation realization of an end, guided by maxims, and based on interpretation of the situation” (p.1984, 85, original emphasis in original). 
This process action becomes strategic when another actor is taken into considerationinvolved, and the . The orientation towards theof one actor (or actors)to the other or others in this model is that of seeking to influence, not mutual agreement. This model of maximizsing utility is also at the basis of game theory and decision- making theories. 	Comment by JP: Hhave explained enough how strategic actions relate to these points?
In Habermas ’ view, it is possible to categorise concrete actions according to these two types of action. Furthermore, he believes that, under given suitable conditions, participants in any situation should be able to identify these attitudeswhether they are in one type of situation or the other based on their intuitiveon knowledge. Ideally, aSny speech acts is amay well be  simply communicative one, but Habermas is well aware that in everyday life it is more than often that a linguistically mediated interaction is not discursive, but rather uses languageare frequently deployed to gain influence on over another actor.    	Comment by JP: I couldn’t see why you said “ideally.” Surely strategic action situations inevitably happen sometimes. Habermas is aware that speech acts may seek to gain influence but then, aren’t we all aware of that?
Indeed theThis distinction between the two can be easily readily applied to real- world situations. For example, when an individual man or a woman tries on a coat in a shop, theyhe or she can easily differentiate between the opinion of the sales person in the shop and that of a friend or a random passer-bysalesperson in the shop and that of a friend or a random passer-by. The former is striving for success infirst is aimed at success,  in this case – convincing the costumer he or she should buy the coat. customer that they should buy the coat, while the latter is The others are mostre likely to try andseek to convey a sincere evaluation ofsincerely consider whether the coat really suits him or her its suitability for the person trying it on. While the sales personople remain committed to their commercial objectives and construct arguments cannot be moved from his ultimate goal and is therefore expected to be consistent in his view that the coat looks nice, and will find, accordingly, arguments to support this standthem, the a friend or passer-by will possibly likely discuss a wider range ofthe different  aspects of the issue with the potential buyer in question with the buyer and potentially, they canways that allow for mutual influence, and may even lead to influence each other's views and even reach some agreement.  	Comment by Susan Doron: It’s not quite clear why they must agree - perhaps understanding? 
To further clarify the distinction between the two models of action,With in a communicative act, the speaker’s aim of the speaker is apparent in the meaning of what they sayhe says. , Butbut, as Habermas writes Habermas:, “
I[i]t is otherwise with teleological actions. We identify their meaning only in connection with the intentions their authors are pursuing and the ends they want to realise. As the meaning of what is said is constitutive for illocutionary acts, the intention of the agent is constitutive for teleological actions (p.1984, 289, original emphasis in original). 
In other words, in the case of communicative action, the actospeaker's intent is intend to make the content of what he saysthey say understood. , but this In contrast, in strategic action, the intention cannot be inferred from the manifest content of what is saidthey say in strategic action situations, but only from knowledge of the actor's’ goals. 


[bookmark: _Toc445202634]Discourse Ethics (2): Content and Commerce 
The distinction between these two types of action in social situations is most helpful in clarifyingelucidating the difference between actions that should be considered as part of the cultural public sphere and actions that arethose done for the benefit of commercial bodies. While tThe ideal for professional content producers in the media, those who make editorial [footnoteRef:6] choices, i.e.such as  journalists, editors, documentary makers, scriptwriters, and directors, etc.,  is to produce discursive messages that are discursive,. Goodman’s definition of editors is helpful here: “a collective term for those who make speech selection judgments in the media” (2006, 113). However, the essence of the messages produced by marketing professionals, i.e.such as advertisers, branding consultants, marketing managers, and branded content agents, is inherently etc., is necessarily strategic, as they are designed to influencethat is, focused on influencing the audience in ways that serve for its own commercial purposes (mostly commercial, but not only). Such commercial communicative acts differ qualitatively from non-commercial ones, These are actions that are qualitatively different, even when they are presented as beingappear closely related orto have related, even similar features. For example, the appearance of a well-known comedian in a television TV series or a filmmovie written by a scriptwriter is a different act than the appearance of that same person appearing in a commercial written by a copywriter.	Comment by JP: Is it really helpful? It doesn’t seem overly relevant in explaining more than you’ve already said. [6: ] 

This distinction provides is a the normative foundation for the content/commerce separation distinction between content and commerce in the media and is probably the best way of analysing utterances and instances ofin analyzing public speech in this context. Given its wide-ranging implications, it must be applied with care.Still, this demarcation is far reaching and thus should be considered with some reservations. To begin with, iIt would be naïve to argue that any speech act of speech made by content producers necessarily falls under Habermas’ view ofis necessarily a communicative action. There are everyday numerous messages that go throughin the media that make no contribution toevery day that do not have any value for public discourse, n or to reaching any understanding, and can be considered ot even a potential one, and are made for puresimply entertainment, not to “reaching understanding”. To put it simply, . I am not arguing that anyNot every television programmeTV show, for example, can spark a meaningful debate on shared values and norms. .
Nevertheless, the idea of the cultural public sphere encompassessuggests  a space that provides its actors with the freedom and appropriate conditions that enable communicative messages to be articulated. In By contrast, the output which comes fromof marketing professionals necessarily falls under the definition of necessarily consists of strategic actions, as this is what defines the essence of their professional field – using speech for the purpose of influencing others to reachtoward a certain end. An advertisement might, in principle, spark a meaningful public debate, yet but any such debate this wouldwill be a means to a different end and never be the advertisement’sits primary goal, but a means to a different end.  
SecondFurthermore, there are typical biases in the operationworking of media companies which that often lead them to engage in get involved with strategic rather than communicative messages messagingrather than communicative ones. Such decisions are This often happens, among other reasons, as a result ofoften due to ownership owners’ influence, . for For example, once a a media outlet may campaigns for a certain political party that can serve the publisher’s business interests, in different ways, or when a newspaper isor its coverage may show biasbiased  favoring other ventures of the ownerin its coverage of other ventures the publisher owns. This kind of bias is indeed anothera problematic and corruptive aspect of privately- owned media. On the other hand, a newspaper can may chose choose to take a political stand and campaign for a certain party because it supports its values, in which case thits communication would not constituteis would not be considered a strategic actmessaging. Thus tThe line between the two can sometimes be fine. It should and can sometimes be judged only by understanding the intention behind it, information that readers in most cases do not have in hand and therefore are incapable of ‘reading’ the texts properlydo not have when interpreting such texts. Programming decisions byIn another instance, the general orientation of executives in commercial broadcasting bodies can also be understood, in part, as a form oftowards programming can also be considered strategic action to some extent, as they their primary aim is to attract and satisfy advertisers ( and satisfy their needs, as in Smythe’s (1981) analysis. Thus, in practice, media bodies do not operate in accordance with according to the cultural public sphere ideal set through the cultural public sphere concept and Habermas’s ethics of discourse. To sum up, while the work of marketing professionals always falls under the definition of strategic action, the cultural public sphere potentially provides a space for communicative action to happen, but not necessarily. However, in cases in which communicative action is alternated with strategic action (such as a newspaper promoting the publishers’ other businesses in its news reporting), it is most often considered unethical.  	Comment by JP: The summary at the end of the paragraph seemed to labor the point a little. It’s a short paragraph and the points seem clear in it.
The distinction suggested here does not only have theoretical strength, butbetween communicative and strategic action is also useful inpragmatic in terms of both research and policy making. It can help us understand that suggests that the most appropriate way to determinerelevant measure in deciding  the communicative purpose of any speech act whether any act of speech is discursive oris not is necessarily by assessing through the intention of the actorthe speaker’s intention. In fact, iThis, in most cases, the intention can be inferred from the financial model on which the specificany such content is based. While tThe basic model of media bodies, such as broadcasters, production companies, print or online news outlets (print or online), radio stations, or film movie studios, is to produce media content and offer it as a product to audiences. This is true regardless of the financial model any media outlet uses. Public-service and commercial broadcasters alike seek audiences by offering attractive content. [footnoteRef:7], However, the aim of most other commercial bodies who that make use ofexploit  various media platforms is to produce messages that will gain influence over their audiences to so that they ultimately motivate people to consume their products or and services, (which are not the content itself);. therefore Therefore, their use of the speech acts by commercial bodies is instrumental. These two acts, as I showed here, are inherently different.	Comment by Susan Doron: Update - Youtubers, podcasters, etc
 [7: ] 

The fundamental problem with embedded branding is that it works to blurs the line between these two acts, by presenting a strategic actions as a communicative ones. Habermas (1984) refers to this these as a ‘“concealed strategic action’ actions” that are - “the result of a confusion between actions oriented to reaching understanding and actions oriented to success” (p.1984,  332), ). and He identifiesdifferentiates between two categories of this action. The first is in this an unconscious deception in which “
… at least one of the parties is deceiving himself about the fact that he is acting with an attitude oriented to success and is only keeping up the appearance of communicative action” (p.1984, 332).  
Habermas This kind of action is typically related to psychological explanations such as defence mechanisms and leads, in Habermas' opinion,sees these strategic actions as leading to “disturbances of communication on both the intrapsychic and interpersonal levels” (p.1984, 332). More relevant to the discussion here is “his view of “conscious deception,” which is simply defined by Habermashe defines simply as “manipulation.”. In these situations, “ 
… at least one of the parties behaves with an orientation to success, but leaves others to believe that all the presuppositions of communicative action are satisfied” (p.1984, 332). Given that u
It is nderstanding the manipulative nature of embedded branding practices provides important insights into that best helps in understanding its the damage they cause to mediated public discourse, these practices are. This observation will be central to themy analysis of the empirical material in this book. The analysis examinesI will look at how , in practical terms, embedded branding works topractically blurs the line between content and commerce, with particular and will give special attention to the harmful consequences of this trend on the functioning ofcauses to the cultural public sphere. 

[bookmark: _Toc445202635]The Neoliberal Context: Commercial Television and Deregulation
Embedded branding and the broader intensification ofgeneral trend of  heightened media commercializsation in the media cannot be fully understood without considering the worldwide shift towards neoliberalism since the late 1970s. WIt is within this context, that calls for mediavoices pushing for deregulation of the media became dominant, and sympathy towards the commercialisation of media content have become dominant, and the commercialization of media content has gained greater acceptancehas flourished. I will therefore discuss these developments in the next sections.
The neoliberal shift has profoundly changed western Western societies, including  in a deep way and had a fundamental influence on the media, which was has not only rapidly de-regulated, but not only been rapidly deregulated but has also became become a vehicle for promotingmouthpiece for the neoliberal values  (Couldry, 2010). Neoliberalism What  emerged out ofstarted as a marginal, even eccentric, political debate after World War II, with a group of intellectuals who gathered around the political philosopher Friedrich von Hayek to create the Mont Pelerin Society in 1947, . became 30 Thirty years later -, having first taken root in the USA United States and UK the United Kingdom and before later in spreading to many other countries, neoliberalism had become – athe dominant economic and political paradigmperspective. which This shiftled led to a fundamental change in the role of the state in governing economic and social life, as well as a change in the definition of, as well as a shift in defining the role of the individual within society (Harvey, 2005; Rose & and Miller, 2008). 	Comment by JP: Only Western ones?
This group of scholars,  (among them were the economists Milton Friedman and Ludvig Ludwig von Mises and, for a time, the philosopher Karl Popper, ) defined themselves as liberals because of the emphasis they wished to placed on personal freedom. They were also eager and in order to signal their detachmentdistance themselves from the classical theories of Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and Karl Marx. Freedom meant, first and foremostto them primarily meant, a the withdrawal of any state intervention in from economic and social issues matters in favour of the freedom of laissez-faire market powers (‘laissez-faire’). It wasThey argued that maximizsing the reach and frequency of marketization transactions would maximizse social good and that, therefore, all key human action activities should be brought into the domain of the market (Harvey, 2005).	Comment by JP: Should you explain why doing so does distance them, particularly from Smith and Ricardo?	Comment by Susan Doron: I don’t think you’re right about Smith	Comment by JP: Surely not every human action?
From Tthe his emergent neoliberal perspective which developed during the 1980s and onwards, saw big governments are as damaging to the functioning of capitalism. Decisions made by politicians were biased in favour of strong powerful pressure groups and the need to satisfy voters with generous promises. State bureaucracy, which provided social services, has had continuously and inefficiently expanded for the purpose of maintaining sustaining its own power. Most importantly, it wasneoliberals argued that a welfare states creates created a cultures of dependency and exempts exempted individuals from any self-personal responsibility for their affairs (Rose & and Miller, 2008). 
Thus, at the heart of the conflict between a welfare state and a neoliberal state one layies a deep ideological debate: what What should society’s the responsibilityies of a society be towards its members be? What should the role of the individual be in a that society? UK Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher had a famously a clear answer for that, as she famously said in an interview:  “… t“And there is no such thing as society. There are individual men and women, and there are families. And no government can do anything except through people and people look to themselves first” here is no such thing as society. There are individual men and women, and there are families. And no government can do anything except through people, and people must look to themselves first” (ThatcherWoman’s Own, 1987, 23rd of September) 	Comment by JP: This should be attributed to the show she stated it on and the day/month excluded here but included in the bibliography (which will need amending for this update, of course). The interview was in the UK magazine Woman’s Own and your rendering of the quotation needed correcting slightly.

In practice, neoliberal policies have swamped the USA, UKUnited States, the United Kingdom, Israel, and many other countries (Israel, which was established on socialist foundations, among them) over a period of 30 thirty years. Attempts were made to replace the role of the state as a regulator of economic activity with the logic of the free market. Privatizsation and deregulation became central key mechanisms for that purpose. In the United Kingdom, for example, many services that were had been state owned, such as water, electricity, phone services and national airlinesstate-owned, such as the supply of water, electricity, telephony, and national airlines, were privatizsed. In the same spirit,  the idea of  regulatory bodies that had been led by centralised planning and leadership was were now replaced by the market forces, which were of the market that werenow believed to be the best regulators, either by through complete deregulation of certain fields or policies of co-regulation and self-regulation. 	Comment by JP: I can see the point you’re making about Israel’s founding socialist principles, but I don’t think there is or was anything in the constitution and basic law as such to back that up is there? 

And many would say that the early political bases are long-gone in Israel just as much as they are in many other places. 

Above all, I can see some value in your making the point if you want to, but it really seems a sideline that may get people debating the wrong things in the context of your argument goals, I’d suggest. 

Feel free to override me on this, of course, and please know that I did not seek to take your views out of it.
Critics of neoliberalism view these policies as ostensibly arguing to bea façade of an ideology for maximising for the social good, while the actual outcome isbut in fact leading to the neglect of any social coherence in favour of the stronger strongest parts of thein society. Harvey (2005), for example, sees neoliberalism “
… either as a utopian project to realise a theoretical design for the reorganisation of international capitalism or as a political project to re-establish the conditions for the capital accumulation and restore the power of economic elites” (p.2005, 19, original emphasis in original).
The implications of neoliberalism’s ascendency this for the media were two-prongedtwo-fold. The media as a market First, it underwent, as a market, a process ofwas gradually deregulation deregulated and, as a result, heightened more commercializsationed (Freedman, 2008; Hardy, 2010; Hesmondhalgh, 2007; McChesney, 1999, 2004, ; McGuigan, 2005a, ; Mosco, 2004). The media a
Second, in its role as a major cultural force, it came to embodied embody the values of neoliberalism and worked strove to ‘naturalisze’ them and present them as ‘“common sense’,” especially through reality television (Andrejevic, 2004; Couldry, 2008, 2010; Couldry & and Littler, 2011) (, although other genres, such as lifestyle programming and even news, also also became carriers ofconveyed the same set of values). 	Comment by JP: Should you explain why it was through TV “especially”? It doesn’t seem self-evident.
Deregulation of media markets in the spirit of neoliberalism is central to the understanding of the liberalizsed standards which that the European Union and the UKnations have adopted in recent years towards ‘branded content’ content, (as will be seenI further discuss  in Chapter 7).  
In the USA United States during Ronald Reagan’s timepresidency, the Federal Communication Communications Commission (FCC) took pursued a consistent policy of liberalizsing the regulations governing cross-ownership, including media, which leading to greater the growing consolidation of media companies and heightened ownership concentration of ownership in this field (Freedman, 2008; Hardy, 2010). Hardy notes that the FCC has gained a reputation as ‘“reluctant regulators’,” which ismeaning that, in practice, it encouraged , in practice, another form of deregulation in its own way, as rules are were not necessarily being changedremoved but in practicetheir enforcement became loosely enforcedlooser. The 1996 Telecommunications Act further relaxed cross-ownership limitations on radio and television,  and later the FCC continued thereafter to further removing remove restrictions on cross-ownership (Hardy, 2010). Thus, deregulation of the American U.S. media market has been an ongoing project for the last 30 thirty years.	Comment by JP: Page citation needed?	Comment by JP: Again, this feels like it needs updating. The citations are over 15 years old.
The UK media market experienced a similarsaw the process of deregulationsame trend. The 1996 Broadcasting Act followed adopted the spirit of the American U.S. one, though in a more moderately manner, and relaxed restrictions on media company cross-ownership between media companies. Many westWesternern European countries were soon to followed that lead. The Even the government-owned BBC has also beenhad to adapt to following the zeitgeist. It indeedAlthough it survived privatization proposals during the 1980s, to privatise public service broadcasting, but wasit was pushed into adopting the rules of a competitive market-style measures, for example bysuch as implementing efficiency measures, cutting costs, raising its commitment to ratings, and developing public-private partnerships (Freedman, 2008).  	Comment by Susan Doron: Not all of these are negative, especially as they are using public money
In Israel, which was introduced to commercial broadcasting relatively late[footnoteRef:8], —the first commercial broadcaster, Channel 2, was formally launched in 1993—steps were taken by the government to open the market up to competition. In July 2000, the satellite company YES was launched as the main competitor for to the cables company HOT,, and and in January 2002, Channel 10 began broadcastingwas launched as a second commercial broadcaster. Voices arguing for the need to remove the ‘“heavy burden’ burden” of regulation wereare often heard at industry conferences in the country. At the beginning of 2011, the Israeli parliament confirmed endorsed the licensing of for commercial broadcasters, which will to replace the franchising system. This move wasis  probablyprobably  the most significant step towards deregulation of the market, as the change is meantits ostensible aim being to open up an a new ‘economic horizon’ for broadcasters and to allow the entrance of new competitors, . but iIn practice, it was primarily  it is predominantly expected to ease the regulation over of the two exiting existing channels. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Consider deleting the last sentence - it doesn’t add much and does not fully reflect the intention of the changes, which were also intended to provide greater choices to and lower costs for consumers, both of which goals have been achieved	Comment by JP: This material seems to be 15 years out of date too and doesn’t take into account new media developments. [8: ] 

Within this atmosphereenvironment, embedded branding marks the trend ofis an indicator of a heightened commercialmarketizsation of media content, which that McChesney (2004) refers to as “hyper-commercialism,”, in whichwhich means that “
… the traditional distinction between editorial or creative work and advertising –— the separation between church and state –— is being toppled by commercial pressures” (p.2004, 138). 
Therefore, tThe rise of ‘branded content’ and, later more recently, ‘native advertising’ cannot be understood outside the neoliberal context and its implementation in policy. Heightened commercializsation should not be seen simply as an outcome of technological developments, (as will be discussed, among other things, in the next chapter)as will be seen in the next chapter. It is nonetheless anthe outcome product of now prevalent values and ideologies which that have ultimately lead to policymakers’ decisions made by policy makers.     	Comment by Susan Doron: This entire focus on neoliberalism and the opening of markets seems somehow limited, given the immense “democratization” of content with social media, with content creators no longer limited to major media outlets

[bookmark: _Toc445202636]The Rise of Reality TVReality TV: an The Engine for a New Business Model
Reality TV programming has emerged over the lastin recent decades as one of the most dominant prevalent cultural phenomena of the end of the last millennium and the beginning of the current one, particularly in television studies. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Please give more specific timeline, as they are already historical 
The genre has astonished observers with the speed of its global expansion and its ability to become a the centrerpiece of daily conversation in each countryeveryday conversations around the globe. Likewise, rReality TV has also spawned media scholars’ a critical discourse among media scholars on its cultural influence and other implications on for society (see, for example, Andrejevic 2004; Biressi & and Nunn, 2005; Couldry & and Littler, 2011; Hill 2005; Holmes & and Jermyn 2004; Jenkins 2006; Kilborn 1994; Magder 2004; Murray & and Ouellette, 2009; and Ouellette & and Hay 2008). 	Comment by Susan Doron: Again, try integrating some names into text and leave the rest in a footnote 
The “Survivor”Survivor, which was format, initially  developed by British producer Charlie Parsons in the early 1990s, first aired on Swedish public television in 1997 under the nameas Expedition Robinson, and then just Robinson was developed by the British producer Charlie Parsons in the early 1990s. This The format ultimately had was followed by localized versions of the showaired in 27 twenty-seven countries and regions around the globe. The other pioneer format that marks the rise of the genre,  is Big Brother, was developed by the Dutch company Endemol; . it It debuted in the Netherlands in 1999 and has since appeared on the home screens of people fromin sixty-nine69 countries. 	Comment by JP: How many countries and how many regions? And do you mean supranational or intranational regions?
Reality game shows quickly came to be most identified with the overall broad and catch-all phrase,  “‘reality TV”’ (Kilborn, 1994). These game shows, such as Survivor, Big Brother, Pop Idol, and Wife Swap are characterized by placingare all programs that follow ordinary people under surveillance in controlled environments over a period of time (Hill, 2005). 	Comment by JP: Do you need a citation for a simple fact like this?
Reality game showsThey are commonly perceived as representing a new a new genre inintroduced to  television, but this view is misleadingperception is far from accurate. ContemporaryThe present-day reality game programs areshow is the a product of the gradualcontinuous development of factual entertainment (or popular factual television,): what Hill calls "“the marriage of factual programming, such as news or documentary, with fictional programming, such as game shows and soap opera" ” (Hill, 2005, p. 14). Nor did the tradition of factual entertainment arise out of the blue, as its roots can be traced back to three different strands: documentary television, tabloid journalism, and popular entertainment. Production of the latter last two categories increased during the 1980s, partly due to the deregulation and privatization of media industries in the United StatesAmerica, Western Western Europe, and Australia (Hill, 2005). 	Comment by JP: Shouldn’t you explain the cause-effect you suggest here?
Considering the genre’s complex background genesis and the intractable disagreements that exist over its definitionhow to define it, it is hard to pin down its very first appearanceswhen it first emerged. As Kilborn (1994) mentionssays, connecting with the ‘“real world”’ has been one of the abiding aspirations of film moviemakers since the early days of the moving image industry. This ambitiondesire to tap into reality has continued to come tobeen continually expression expressed in multiple waysmanifold forms throughout the movie and TV history of cinema and in many television genres as well, from news making to dramain a variety of genres, from news to drama. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Not clear how it’s complex - it seems from the prior paragraph that it flowed as a natural progression from other programming
In its contemporary form, reality TV’s conquest of prime-time programming in Americathe United States, Europe, and other regionselsewhere basically occurred in three wavestook place in three basic stages. The first was the crime and emergency services reality TV,  (also called ‘“infotainment’infotainment,”), which that made its way from the USA United States to Europe in from the late 1980s and early 1990sonward. The second wave stage consisted of ‘“docu-soaps’ soaps” and lifestyle programming (, typically homemaking and gardening shows). This subgenre reached Europe In in the mid and latemid-to-late 1990s, this subgenre reached the coast of Europe and other regions in the United Kingdom. The third wave stage, is comprised mainly of reality game shows, and gained the popular and general name – ‘of “reality TV’.” These shows first appearedstarted out in Northern northern Europe before spreading to the United Kingdom, the United States, Israel, and the rest of the world (Israel included) by the early 2000s (Hill 2005). 	Comment by JP: I think the term “infotainment” is used for something more broader but including this. I’d suggest removing it.	Comment by JP: The UK is still in Europe. 
For the Americans, the turning point seems to be the summer of 2000, when CBS debuted both formats for the first time. The astonishing success of Survivor is still considered, to this day, as an early landmark in the beginning of theU.S. reality TV era in the United States. Fifty million people watched the final episode of Survivor in that summer, and  (an average of  twenty- five million people watched each episode. ), Fand for the first time since the mid-1980s 1980's, CBS managed to break throughtriumph over NBC’s previous unbeatable dominance over Thursday- night viewing, its programming (branded  by the network as "“Must  must -sSee TV."). ” By the end of the 2001 season, CBS's CBS’s Thursday-night ratings among 18– to 49- year- olds  roseon that night, went from 2.4 (in 2000)  to 8.2, up from 2.4 in 2000 (in 2001), while NBC’s corresponding ratings among the same audience and during the same time-frame dropped from 9.7 (in 2000) to 8.9 (in 2001) (Magder, 2004, pp. 137-–139). 	Comment by JP: Which two?
However, for the rest of the world, it was Big Brother that launched the this new era of television entertainment. The program’s format has gainedgarnered enormous ratings in almost every country it had has reached by 2000, including Germany (RTL, RTL2 and RTL, 2000), Spain (Tele 5, 2000), Australia (Channel 10, 2001), and Britain the United Kingdom (Channel 4, 2000). In the United Kingdom, where 9 nine million British viewers watched the final episode of the first season (a 46%46%  share of television viewers that night) and over 7 seven million viewers called Channel 4's hotlinein to vote for the winner (Hill, 2005). 
Within just only a few years, it has becoame clear that reality TV is was more than justnot another passing trend or off-season summer phenomenon, but that it is a dominant new and powerful global genre that has had taken over prime-time slots and appears to haveand fundamentally altered the face of traditional programming. "“The world as we knew it is over" ,” Leslie Moonves, the president of CBS Television, told Bill Carter from The New York Times. Moonves is "“exaggerating for effect",” Carter wrote, "“but only a little" ” (Carter 2003). 	Comment by JP: Page reference required?
No less surprising washas been the "buzz" that successful reality formats have managed to stirgenerate. According to the Lexis-Nexis database, for example, Survivorr received more than twice the pre-debut coverage that the popular medical drama ER merited had garnered several years earlier (Andrejevic 2004, p. 4). Formal recognition was quick to follow: . after After a long and heated debate, the Academy of Television, Arts and Sciences in the USA United States agreed to devote a special category in the annual Emmy Awards to for reality TV (Rutenberg 2001).  	Comment by JP: It is rendered like this now.
PublicIn the context of everyday  discussion, s tend to perceive reality TV is perceived, first and foremostprimarily, as a product of the entertainment and television industry, that is typical of contemporary popular culture. This also constitutes the framework for most of the discussions on the shows. Part of the discourse is concerned with the programprogrammes s themselves, their participants, and possible plot developments. This is a fan-oriented discourse, which is fuelled by journalists in newspapers, magazines, websites, social and other media, as well as by viewers and participants in blogs, forums, chats and other forms of user-generated content. A Those who take a more critical approach is taken by some members of the mainstream media and viewers,to it are predominantly those concerned with the sociocultural ramifications of the programmes showson culture and society. 
In recent years, reality TV has also become a subject of to ever-burgeoning academic interest, and the literature in this field is growing exponentially (see, for example, Andrejevic 2004; Biressi & and Nunn, 2005; Couldry & and Littler, 2011; Hill 2005; Holmes & and Jermyn 2004; Jenkins 2006; Kilborn 1994; Magder 2004; Murray & and Ouellette, 2009; Ouellette & and Hay 2008). This discourse places the phenomenon of reality TV in a broader context of technological, economic, and social changes.
 I wish to shed light on the phenomenon ofThis book relates the phenomenon of reality TV from a perspective which is concerned withto commercialization, and specifically, the model of embedded branding. The PQ Media report from 2008, for example, marked indicated that reality TV shows as awere the main force in thebehind an expected 2525% % growth in product- placement expenditure on American U.S. television for a total ofto $3.5 billion. The analysis hereMy analysis aims to situate the rise of reality TV not only in beyond the framework of the television and entertainment industry, but also , deeming it as a cultural phenomenon indicative of fundamental changes in the operation of the capitalist economy over the past few decades.[footnoteRef:9]. Andrejevic (2004) similarly criticizes capitalism, but has a different perspective, underscoring surveillance as a key concept in the new reality of the “interactive economy.” 	Comment by JP: Why mention this without explaining why his and your views differ and why the reader should know that at this juncture? [9: ] 


Most of the literature on reality TV and product placement or sponsorship has focused on the constraints of television production and programming, includingto include the following: technological changes, such as the digital revolution and the proliferation of media platforms (cable channels, the Internet, cellular telephony), which  that have lead to content convergence (Jenkins 2006); the gradualslow penetration of DVR's (digital video recorders) (DVRs) that enable viewers to skip commercials and, thus, appear  to threaten the future of the traditional thirty-second TV commercial model (Magder 2004); the rising costs of writers, directors, and actors in continuing seasons of successful scripted series (Magder 2004); and the concentration of media ownership (Jenkins 2006). All these are presented as motives behind the industry’'s search for new economic models. 	Comment by JP: This is now very old technology and I’d suggest this whole section needs updating. We have no references or studies here from the last 20 years and such formats have changed dramatically in that time, of course.

SD - heartily agree. AI is also a major game changer	Comment by JP: You’re actually arguing this, aren’t you, rather than “raising the possibility”? Hence my suggested edits
I would like to raise the possibility that bBrands and reality TV have developed in a symbiotically manner for reasons that go beyond the mere economic.  considerations, and that rReality TV serves the needs of brands in a more profoundmany more and deeper penetrating ways then than first meetss the eye. As Moor (2007) suggests, the current dominance of brands in marketing campaigns has whittled away at the distinction between the image and the object. Brands are no longer simply images at the service of products, companies, and services, but full-fledged objects that are artificially embedded and integrated into everyday life. Likewise, reality TV blurs the distinction between the real‘real’ reality outside of the boxbeyond the screen and the produced reality that iswhat is produced and transmitted on the screenit. The two realities are often intertwined, a result that; and when this happens, it isthe program’s producers viewperceived as as a success for the producers of the show. For example, For instance, the winners of Pop Idol, for example, who are swept into stardom,  within the framework of the show’s format turn into becoming professional singers and sometimes occasionally even bona fide stars in the reality that lies that continues beyond the programme’s showpurview. AlternativelyOn the other hand, a conflict between participants of the United Kingdom’sK’s Celebrity Big Brother triggered a public storm and even diplomatic tensions surrounding the fate of the Indian actress Shilpa Shetty, one of the show’s contestants (and its eventual winner) in 2007. 	Comment by JP: What do you mean more precisely by “objects”? It seems a bit vague in the context.	Comment by JP: Amended since you shift from producers to participants

Moreover, pProducers as well as broadcasters of reality TV often aim to ‘make news’, that is, to introduce make the plot of their show as part of the news agenda of the news reported in the printed press or television news[footnoteRef:10]. Andrejevic (2004) also correctly points to the intensive media coverage of different reality TV shows as a marketing advantage of the genre. Jenkins (2006) describes how the results of the top-rated reality series becaome news events that wereare even covered by rival networks. In Israel, the appearance of the winner of the first season of A Star Is Born on the front page of Ha'aretz, a qualityprestigious newspaper, in (2003), was considered a triumph of popular culture over elitism and the ultimate proof of reality TV’s wherewithal to become newsworthy and hence ‘“real’.” In a different waTy, the last episode of the first season of The Ambassador in Israel, [footnoteRef:11] an Israeli spin-off of The Apprentice, in which contestants vying to become an ambassador charged with improving the country’s international reputation, was anchored by a well-known news reporter. T, he obvious implication a choice that implied tofor the viewers was that the live broadcast show they were watching was not just the last episode of an entertainment show, but a live news event. 	Comment by JP: I take it you mention this because you agree.	Comment by JP: It renders its own name this way in English. [10: ]  [11: ] 


In that sense, reality TV, - be it deliberately or unintentionally not,- caters to the most fundamental goals of brands. The genre offers an artificially manufactured ‘“reality’ reality” that is not only pitched as real to its viewers, but also reaches out to “real” reality and aims to influence it in many waysdifferent ways, to the such an extent that the fine line between the show and the real world is blurred and the two become inseparable. On the one hand, the genre is completely synthetic,, as it is and its rules, settings, and rewards are set controlled by the its producers who set the rules, select the location and decide on the rewards, thereby ‘creating’ creating a reality by means of the editing process. On the other hand, reality shows provide convey to their viewers with a sense of authenticity, , intimacy with the participants, and and, not least of all, , an image of the contestants’ freedom and empowerment. This paradox somewhat is somewhat reminiscent ofevokes Andrejevic’'s view of reality TV, as he writes that "“we find ourselves caught between the promise of an empowering form of interactivity and the potential of an increasingly exploitative one" ” (2004, p. 7). However, while Andrejevic’'s analysis concentrates on interactivity and the way in which reality TV is used to introduce the concept of surveillance as a positive and liberating one—for economic considerations and via interactive technologies—as a positive and liberating one, my focus is on the way reality TV, more than other genres, helps brands integrate themselves into everyday life and blur the distinction between objects and their image, reality, and ‘reality TV’.
This concept of Blurring blurring shall indeed serve as ais key concept in my attempt to understanding how brands influence commercialization processes in an era of digital technology and content convergence. As an ongoing process, the recent changes in the media world are epitomized by blurring seems to epitomize the recent changes in the media world in several ways: blurring between the real and the fictional, as seen in reality shows; between different media, as happens in content convergence; between content and marketing, as evident in the ‘branded content’ model;, and between genres that were once clearly defineddistinct. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Update - add other genres
It is not my intention to refute earlier analyses of the reasons for the emergence of reality TV, (such as those described in Andrejevic (2004), or the new branded content-content business model (, such asas described in Magder (2004). However, I suggest that looking, for the first time, at the rise of brands to the ascendancy over the past two decades, as an intermediate factor thatat the ascent of brands over recent decades for the first time shows how it has had a profound influence on the emergence of reality TV, the rapid global expansion of the genre, and especially the new business model that underpins this development –, embedded branding.  
 
[bookmark: _Toc445202637]Summary	Comment by JP: Do you need a summary for what is a fairly short chapter?
This chapter has set out the theoretical framework for my research, with special attention given to theorizsing the difference between content and advertising. 
I have therefore traced some key theoretical contributions to the longstanding debate about the influence of capitalism and commercial culture on the role of the media in a democratic society. These have included the classic argument by the leading scholars of the Frankfurt School on the culture industry (Adorno & and Horkheimer, 2002) as well as Smythe’s (1981) later subsequent argument about that audience power being is a commodity that media bodies produce and then sell to advertisers. 
I gave special significance to Habermas’s social theory of the public sphere, as it sets ideal and basic principles for the maintenance of public discourse in a democracy. The public sphere is not a physical space but rather a concept of circumstances which allow, in Habermas’s words, for “private people come together as a public” (Habermas, 1989, p. 27). 
However, as I have shown, the his notion of the public sphere has some significant limitations that call for a certain revision, predominantly its focus on political issues and the over-emphasis on rationality, while neglecting other possible modes which allowthat facilitate the debating debate of common social issues, such as affective modes of deliberationconsiderations. In this context, McGuigan’s (2005b) complementary notion of the cultural public sphere suggests a broader and more flexible approach to the original concept. More importantly, it takes the discussion beyond journalism, to a range of genres and modes of production, including what is often considered as ‘just entertainment’. This perspective aligns betterseems to be much more synchronised with the contemporary media landscape in which genre definitions mix and blur, and public discourse takes many forms, including  – satire, drama, comedy, as well as reality TV,  - and happens is hosted across on many different platforms. In this reality, broadcast channels work alongside social networks to create a vibrant and constantly changing ‘public sphere’. 
Therefore, my thesis is not limitedthis book does not limit itself to a discussion of the commercializsation of journalism, but rather to the commercializsation of media content in its broader sense, or simply the ‘“texts’ texts” produced by the cultural industries (Hesmondhalgh, 2007). It is not about the public sphere, but rather about the cultural public sphere in which reality TV, the core of my empirical work here, is nonetheless significant for debating common issues. 	Comment by Susan Doron: This is a book now, and it is no longer necessary to keep saying what the book is doing - the Introduction should suffice for that 
But within the boundaries of the cultural public sphere, does the distinction between content and commerce still matter? Habermas’s theory of discourse ethics , as presented in The Theory of Communicative Action (1984) is most highly significant here if we want to answer in elucidating this question. His notions of communicative action and strategic action assists assist us in theorizsing the basic difference between the work of content producers (, such as journalists, scriptwriters, directors, and or comedians) , and that of marketing professionals (, such as advertissers, brand architects, and branded content agents).
In communicative actions, the speakers is are oriented towards reaching an understanding with the other participants, through debatingdebate. In contrast, in strategic actions, the speakers is are oriented toward ‘“success’ success,” and is using speech acts in an instrumental way, to gain influence over others for his or hertheir own purposes. To put it simply, cCommunicative messages are discursive, and the speaker may change his their initial position.  Strategic messages are designed according to a certain goal and therefore, and therefore, the speaker cannot be moved from his position by hearing other arguments. Furthermore, iIn communicative actions, the aim of the speakers is apparent –: to make himself themselves understood. In strategic actions, the speakers’ intention of the speaker cannot be directly inferred directly from his their words, but only by from knowing his their goals.  
Indeed, nNot every content producer is necessarily oriented towards communication in its Habermasian sense. Still, these philosophical categories provide highlyare very useful and relevant foundations tools for understanding the basic differences between content and commerce. 
Most importantly, in for Habermas’s analysis and ours in this book, the case in which a strategic act is presented as a communicative act is simply a manipulation. This form of manipulative communication is at the centrer of my workthis book and therefore these terms will be used often throughout the text. 
Finally, this chapter has discussed the heightened commercializsation of the media as a direct outcome of the global shift towards neoliberalism and suggested to that we look at reality TVReality TV as a cultural product that is deeply intertwined within this change and a strong engine forpowerful driver behind the rise of embedded branding in the television industryTV. The neo-liberal shift , which began in the 1970s in the USA, the UK and many other countries (Israel included), guided policy makers into favouring the dynamics of the free- market dynamics, and push towards intensive privatizsation, and deregulation, leading to. This resulted in a heightened commercializsation of content and the ongoing deeper blurring between content and advertising, ‘“hyper-commercialism’commercialism” as, in McChesney (2004) wordscalls it, . and It has turned the media itself into an agent of neoliberal values (Couldry, 2010). The next chapter will dissect scrutinizes the both historical and contemporary processes which that have pushed content producers and marketers to join hands and led to the gradual collapse betweencoalescence of content and commerce. It emphasizses the ways by in which technological and economic changes that have overtook overtaken both parties and have brought them closer together, vis-à-vis in relation to their audiences, who in contrast to the idealhave become, rather than participants of in the cultural public sphere, or the cultural public sphere, are first and foremost consumers.
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